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Abstract Background/Objective: Orgasm Rating Scale (ORS) assess the subjective orgasm
experience in context of sexual relationship. It is composed of four dimensions attributed to
the orgasm (Affective, Sensory, Intimacy, and Rewards). The purpose is to analyse the factorial
invariance of the ORS across groups, to examine the metric equivalence across sex, and to
present the standard scores. Method: A total of 1,472 Spanish adults (715 men and 757 women)
were evaluated. They were distributed across age groups (18-34, 35-49 and 50 years old and
older). Factorial invariance across different groups and the differential functioning of the items
across sex were analyzed, internal consistency was examined, and the standard scores were
developed. Results: The structure of the ORS showed strict measurement invariance across
sex, relationship status, sexual orientation and education level. It also reached a scalar mea-
surement invariance across age range and duration of the relationship. Some items showed a
differential functioning between sexes. Conclusions: The Spanish version of the ORS is invariant
across different groups at a factorial level, and it shows equivalence across sex in most of its
items at a metric level. The standard scores allow a more accurate assessment of the subjective
orgasm experience in context of sexual relationship.
© 2018 Asociacio´n Espan˜ola de Psicolog´ıa Conductual. Published by Elsevier Espan˜a, S.L.U. This
is an open access article under the CC BY-NC-ND license (http://creativecommons.org/licenses/
by-nc-nd/4.0/).
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Invarianza factorial, funcionamiento diferencial de los ítems y baremos de la Orgasm
Rating Scale
Resumen Antecedentes/Objetivo: La Orgasm Rating Scale (ORS) evalúa la experiencia subje-
tiva del orgasmo en el contexto de las relaciones sexuales en pareja. Está compuesta por cuatro
dimensiones atribuidas al orgasmo (Afectiva, Sensorial, Intimidad y Recompensa). Se analiza su
invarianza factorial por grupos, su equivalencia métrica por sexo y se presentan baremos en
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población espan˜ola. Método: Se evaluó a 1.472 adultos espan˜oles (715 hombres y 757 mujeres),
distribuidos en cuotas de edad (18-34, 35-49 y mayores de 50 an˜os). Se analizó la invarianza
factorial por diferentes grupos y el funcionamiento diferencial de los ítems por sexo, se examinó
la consistencia interna de los factores y se establecieron sus puntuaciones baremadas. Resulta-
dos: La estructura de la ORS mostró un nivel de invarianza estricta por sexo, relación de pareja,
orientación sexual y nivel de estudios, e invarianza fuerte por rango de edad y duración de la
relación. Algunos de sus ítems mostraron indicios de funcionamiento diferencial entre sexos.
Conclusiones: La versión espan˜ola de la ORS es invariante por grupos a nivel factorial y presenta
equivalencia por sexo en la mayoría de sus ítems a nivel métrico. Los baremos permiten una
evaluación más precisa de la experiencia subjetiva orgásmica en el contexto de las relaciones
sexuales.
© 2018 Asociacio´n Espan˜ola de Psicolog´ıa Conductual. Publicado por Elsevier Espan˜a, S.L.U.
Este es un art´ıculo Open Access bajo la licencia CC BY-NC-ND (http://creativecommons.org/
licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/).
Orgasm is a sensation of intense pleasure creating an
altered state of consciousness accompanied by changes in
the pelvic musculature and resolves the sexually-induced
vasocongestion, generally with an induction of well-being
and contentment (Meston, Hull, Levin, & Sipski, 2004).
Subjective orgasm experience refers to the psychological
perception, sensation and evaluation of orgasm (Arcos-
Romero & Sierra, 2018). The Orgasm Rating Scale (ORS; Mah
& Binik, 2002, 2011) is one of the few instruments that
assesses the subjective orgasm experience. The Spanish ver-
sion of the ORS (Arcos-Romero, Moyano, & Sierra, 2018) is
comprised of 25 adjectives distributed into four dimension:
Affective, which contains items that refer to the emotions
experienced during orgasm (e.g., satisfying, pleasurable);
Sensory, which includes items relating to the perception of
physiological events of orgasm (e.g., uncontrolled, ﬂushing);
Intimacy, which contains items that reﬂect the intimacy
component of the orgasm experience (e.g., loving, tender);
and Rewards, which includes items that refer to the con-
sequences or effects of orgasm (e.g., peaceful, relaxing).
Authors informed that this version has adequate psychome-
tric properties, it is a reliable and valid scale.
Orgasmic dysfunction refers to difﬁculties in sexual
climax response, characterized by physiological and subjec-
tive reactions (Nobre, 2006). Its prevalence varies between
10-42% in women and between 20-30% in men (American
Psychiatric Association, 2013). It has been shown that
people with orgasmic difﬁculties report a lower level of
intensity in the Affective, Sensory, and Intimacy dimension
of the orgasm experience (Arcos-Romero, Moyano et al.,
2018). The ORS has the ability to discriminate between
those individuals with and without orgasmic difﬁculties
(Arcos-Romero, Moyano et al., 2018). Therefore, from
a clinical perspective, the ORS allows to identify which
dimension or dimensions of the psychological experience
of orgasm are affected in people with dysfunctions, and
could be used as a guide in the treatment. Based on
these ﬁndings, Arcos-Romero, Granados, and Sierra (2018)
proposed a Model of the Subjective Orgasm Experience
in context of sexual relationship, based on the model of
Mah and Binik (2002). It includes the four components of
the ORS (Affective, Sensory, Intimacy, and Rewards), and
provides a conceptual framework to explain the orgasm on
a psychological level in context of sex-with-partner.
In order to compare a speciﬁc construct between
groups it is fundamental to use equivalent instruments for
avoid reporting bias in the assessment (Mun˜iz, Elosua, &
Hambleton, 2013; Sánchez, Mun˜oz-Fernández, & Vega-Gea,
2017) and to obtain reliable data (Marchal-Bertrand et al.,
2016). Factorial invariance analyzes the degree to which an
instrument measures the same construct in different groups
(Pineda, Martín-Vivar, Sandín, & Piqueras, 2018) and, as
such, can make precise comparisons between them (e.g.,
between men and women). Therefore, an invariant mea-
surement of the subjective orgasm experience across groups
with different characteristics allows a more precise and
exact assessment of this sexual response dimension. In addi-
tion, it is important that the instruments used in sexual
health also use standard scores that allow professional to
interpret their scores. Thus, the objective of this study is
to analyze the factorial equivalence (through calculating
the factorial invariance) of the ORS by different populations
groups, and the metric equivalence (examining the differen-
tial item functioning) of the scale between men and women.
Furthermore, the standard scores for the Spanish population
will be presented.
Method
Participants
Through a non-probability quota sampling, 1,472 Spanish
adults (715 men and 757 women) between 18 and 93 years of
age (M = 40.26; SD = 14.07) were evaluated. The sample was
randomly and uniformly distributed into three age range: 18-
34 (n = 500; 250 men, 250 women), 35-49 (n = 500; 250 men,
250 women), and older than 50 years old and older (n = 472;
215 men, 257 women). The socio-demographic character-
istics of the participants are presented divided by sex in
Table 1. In regards to all of the evaluated socio-demographic
variables, we only found signiﬁcant differences between
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Table 1 Socio-demographic characteristics of the sample.
Variables Total
(N = 1,472)
M (SD)
Men
(n = 715)
Women
(n = 757)
t/2 Cohen’s d
Age 40.26 (14.07) 40.13
(14.10)
40.38
(14.04)
-0.34
Age of the ﬁrst
sexual experience
17.98 (5.16) 18.07 (6.59) 17.90 (3.27) 0.64
Number of sexual
partners
10.70 (27.36) 13.43
(35.88)
8.09 (14.79) 3.32** 0.17
n (%)
Sexual activity Yes 1,344 (91.3%) 658 (92%) 686 (90.6%) 0.92
No 128 (8.7%) 57 (8%) 71 (9.4%)
Relationship (n, %) Yes 1.156 (78.5%) 565 (79%) 591 (78.1%) 0.19
No 316 (21.5%) 150 (21%) 166 (21.9%)
Living with the
partner
Yes
No
802 (69.4%)
354 (30.6%)
394 (69.7%)
171 (30.3%)
408 (69%)
183 (31%)
0,10
Relationship
length
1-10 years 493 (46.6%) 249 (34.8%) 244 (32.2%) 2.48
11-20 years 211 (19.9%) 113 (15.8%) 98 (12.9%)
Over 20 years 354 (33.5%) 166 (23.2%) 188 (24.8%)
Sexual orientation Heterosexual 1,259 (85.5%) 613 (85.7%) 646 (85.3%) 0.05
Non-Heterosexual 213 (14.5%) 102 (14.3%) 111 (14.7%)
Education level University studies 1,046 (71.1%) 500 (69.9%) 546 (72.1%) 0.86
Non-University 426 (28.9%) 215 (30.1%) 211 (27.9%)
Note. M=mean, SD = standard deviation, t = Student’s t; 2 = Chi-square; Cohen’s d = effect size.
** p < .01.
men and women in the number of sexual partners (t = 3.32;
p < .01; Cohen’s d = .17).
Instruments
Background questionnaire. Participants were asked about
their age, sex, nationality, age of their ﬁrst sexual expe-
rience (oral, vaginal, or anal intercourse), number of sexual
partners, current sexual activity, partner relationship, liv-
ing with their partner, length of the relationship, sexual
orientation, and education level.
The Spanish version of the Orgasm Rating Scale (ORS; Mah
& Binik, 2011) by Arcos-Romero, Moyano et al. (2018). It
assesses the subjective orgasm experience using 25 items
distributed into four factors: Affective, Sensory, Intimacy,
and Rewards. In order to quantify how well the item
describes their most recent orgasm experience, it uses a
6-point Likert scale, where 0 signiﬁes ‘‘does not describe it
at all’’ and 5 signiﬁes ‘‘describes it perfectly’’. This version
of the ORS has shown good psychometric properties, with
its internal consistency reliability ranged between .78 (Inti-
macy) and .93 (Sensory). Regarding to the validity evidence,
scores from the ORS have been positively and signiﬁcantly
correlated with sexual satisfaction and erotophilia. In addi-
tion, evidence of its discriminant validity has been showed,
the scale discriminated between individuals with and with-
out orgasmic difﬁculties. In the present study, examining the
total sample, Cronbach’s alpha coefﬁcients for each factor
were .88 (Affective), .95 (Sensory), .82 (Intimacy), and .88
(Rewards). Appendix 1.
Procedure
Two procedures were used for data collection: traditional of
pen and paper, and an online questionnaire. Both strategies
are typically used in human sexuality studies (e.g., Sierra,
Moyano, Vallejo-Medina, & Gómez-Berrocal, 2018). With the
traditional method, participants were assessed at the Uni-
versity, in community centers, health centers, libraries, etc.
They received a copy of the instruments together with an
envelope which was used to return the completed question-
naire. The online form was sent using a link created on the
LimeSurvey platform. The link was distributed via email and
through several social networks. The relevance of the study
was explained and Spanish adults were invited to take part
of it. Participants were informed about the voluntary and
anonymous participation, and about the conﬁdentiality of
the data for the sole purpose of the study. They accepted a
consent form before starting the questionnaire. The time
to complete it was approximately 15minutes. The study
was previously approved by the Ethics Committee on Human
Research of the University of Granada.
Data analysis
First, the four-factor model based on the validated Spanish
version of the Orgasm Rating Scale (Arcos-Romero, Moyano
et al., 2018) was tested. We examined its factorial invari-
ance (FI) using multi-group analysis with AMOS statistical
software (Arbuckle, 2015). Mardia’s test was used to calcu-
late the multivariate normality of the data. The estimation
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method used was the Maximum Likelihood (ML). The follow-
ing indicators were taken into account: Root Mean Square
Error of Approximation and its 90% conﬁdence interval
(RMSEA; Browne & Cudeck, 1993), and Comparative Fit Index
(CFI; Bentler, 1990). The RMSEA is a measurement of the
amount of error in the model, and evaluates how well the
model ﬁts to populations considering the observed values.
Values below .05 indicate a good ﬁt of the model, and
those values below .08 indicate an adequate ﬁt; if its 90%
conﬁdence interval includes values under .08 this would
also indicate a good model ﬁt (Browne & Cudeck, 1993).
The comparative ﬁt index (CFI) values greater than .90
indicate a good ﬁt (Bentler, 1990). Following previous rec-
ommendations (Cheung & Rensvold, 2002; Emmerink, Van
den Eijnden, Ter Bogt, & Vanwesenbeeck, 2017; Meade,
Johnson, & Braddy, 2008; Putnick & Bornstein, 2016), the
RMSEA ﬁt indicators were appreciated, as well as its 90%
conﬁdence interval, but, above all, we considered changes
in CFI values because it is more robust and recommended
for larger sample sizes.
The different examined population groups were created
based on sex, age range, relationship status and, if appli-
cable, the length of a stable relationship (longer than one
year), sexual orientation, and education level. Following
Byrne (2008), FI was progressively analyzed at different
levels: conﬁgural, weak, strong, and strict. In order to
accept the equivalence of the factors and to compare nested
models, a change in CFI equal or greater than .01 was con-
sidered to determine and adopt the less limited model and
to reject the most restrictive model, being this the main ﬁt
index used to evaluate FI (Cheung & Rensvold, 2002; Milfont
& Fischer, 2010; Putnick & Bornstein, 2016).
Secondly, the differential item functioning (DIF) was ana-
lyzed in order to conﬁrm the equivalence across sex of the
items of the Spanish version of the ORS. We used EASY-
DIF software (González, Padilla, Hidalgo, Gómez-Benito, &
Benítez, 2011). We tried to examine whether the parti-
cipants’ likelihood of choosing a determined value of an
ORS item varied, or not, according to the group to which
they belonged (i.e., reference group: men, or focal group:
women). Given the fact that the items are ordinal, we
observed the Mantel-Haenszel statistical test that is used as
comparative criteria for the groups (Holland & Thayer, 1988;
Socha, DeMars, Zilberberg, & Phan, 2015), as well as the p
value and its standard deviation (SDP). The signiﬁcance of
p-value was interpreted in order to examine the differences
between groups in the observed item functioning, taking
into account the signiﬁcant values (p < .05) as evidence that
suggests the existence of DIF (González et al., 2011). In addi-
tion, the SDP indicator was interpreted in order to compare
the expected mean scores of one group (reference group:
men) to the other (focal group: women), in each item in rela-
tion to the total score of the scale (Gómez Benito, González,
Widaman, Padilla, & Balluerka, 2017). In this case, a nega-
tive value means that mean score would be lower in women
(focal group) in comparison to men (reference group), while
a positive value would indicate the opposite. Furthermore,
for those items that showed DIF, we compared the mean
scores for two independent groups (men and women).
Then, before obtaining the standard scores, differences
across sex in mean scores of each factor were analyzed,
dividing the total sample into three groups based on age.
Furthermore, the internal consistency of the four factors
contrasting men and women were analyzed, as well as
contrasting age range. Finally, the norms of the ORS fac-
tors differentiated by sex and age groups were obtained.
Histograms, skewness and kurtosis were observed, consid-
ering the normal distribution of the sub-samples of men and
women. We used the direct scores of the scale.
Results
Factorial Invariance (FI)
Mardia’s test (546,936) indicated the absence of multivari-
ate normality of the data, so the Maximum Likelihood (ML)
estimation robust method was used. The RMSEA and its 90%
conﬁdence interval showed that the four-factor model of
the ORS predicted the data matrix in an equivalent manner
across all the analyzed population groups. Furthermore, the
CFI allowed the acceptance of factorial invariance across
all the groups at various levels. Based on the CFI, we
accepted, for each group, the model adjusted to a cer-
tain level appreciating the change in its value. In particular,
as it is presented in Table 2, the factorial structure of
the ORS showed strict invariance across sex [RMSEA = .058
(.056-.059); CFI = .921], partner relationship [RMSEA = .057
(.055-.059); CFI = .923], sexual orientation [RMSEA = .054
(.053-.056); CFI = .929], and education level [RMSEA = .056
(.054-.057); CFI = .926]. It also showed strong invariance
across age range [RMSEA = .048 (.047-.050); CFI = .917], and
relationship length [RMSEA = .048 (.046-.05); CFI = .919].
Differential item functioning (DIF) and differences
by sex
Nine of the 25 items of the ORS showed DIF when comparing
men and women (see Table 3). In the six items of the
Sensory factor that suggested the existence of DIF, the SDP
showed that all of its mean scores were higher in women
group. In these items, we also found differences across sex
in mean scores: Uncontrolled (t = -4.23; p < .001), Quivering
(t = -3.45; p < .01), Flushing (t = -4.30; p < .001), Throbbing
(t = -3.48; p < .01), Rising (t = -3.84, p < .001), and Trembling
(t = -6.11; p < .001). For the Rewards factor, two items
showed DIF, but in this case the SDP showed higher mean
scores in men group. These two items showed signiﬁcant
differences between men and women: Peaceful (t = 3,18;
p < .01) and Relaxing (t = 3.10; p < .01). Finally, item Tender,
which belongs to the Intimacy factor, showed the least
signiﬁcant DIF. According to SDP, scores were slightly higher
in men group, but no signiﬁcant differences were found
between sexes and their scores (p > .05). No indication of
DIF was found while comparing sexes in the items of the
Affective dimension.
Standard scores
Signiﬁcant differences between sexes were found in the
scores for the youngest age group (18-34 years) in the
Rewards dimension (t = -4.54; p < .001; d = .20), where men
(M = 11.40; SD = 3.79) indicated higher scores than women
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Table 2 Test of factorial invariance across sex, age range, partner relationship, relationship length, sexual orientation, and
education level.
IF test RMSEA 90% CI RMSEA CFI Decision
Sex (men, women)
1. Conﬁgural .058 .056-.060 .928 Invariance accepted
2. Weak .057 .055-.059 .927 Invariance accepted
3. Strong .057 .055-.059 .926 Invariance accepted
4. Strict .058 .056-.059 .921 Invariance accepted
Age range (18-34, 35-49, > 50 years old)
1. Conﬁgural .048 .046-.050 .923 Invariance accepted
2. Weak .048 .046-.049 .920 Invariance accepted
3. Strong .048 .047-.050 .917 Invariance accepted
4. Strict .052 .050-.053 .898 Invariance rejected
Relationship (yes, no)
1. Conﬁgural .057 .055-.059 .929 Invariance accepted
2. Weak .056 .054-.058 .928 Invariance accepted
3. Strong .056 .054-.058 .928 Invariance accepted
4. Strict .057 .055-.059 .923 Invariance accepted
Relationship length (1-10, 11-20, > 20 years)
1. Conﬁgural .050 .048-.052 .920 Invariance accepted
2. Weak .049 .047-.051 .919 Invariance accepted
3. Strong .048 .046-.050 .919 Invariance accepted
4. Strict .050 .048-.052 .908 Invariance rejected
Sexual orientation (heterosexual, non-heterosexual)
1. Conﬁgural .057 .055-.059 .929 Invariance accepted
2. Weak .056 .054-.058 .929 Invariance accepted
3. Strong .056 .054-.057 .929 Invariance accepted
4. Strict .054 .053-.056 .929 Invariance accepted
Education level (university studies, non-university)
1. Conﬁgural .058 .056-.060 .928 Invariance accepted
2. Weak .057 .055-.059 .927 Invariance accepted
3. Strong .056 .054-.058 .927 Invariance accepted
4. Strict .056 .054-.057 .926 Invariance accepted
Note. Fit indexes included: Root mean Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA), 90% conﬁdence interval for RMSEA (90% CI RMSEA), and
Comparative Fit Index (CFI).
(M = 10.59; SD = 4.16), and in the Sensory dimension (t = 2.26;
p < .05; d = .41), where women (M = 47.09; SD = 13.78) indi-
cated higher scores than men (M = 41.12; SD = 15.53). In
the 35-49 age group, the most signiﬁcant differences were
noted in the Affective (t = -3.13; p < .01; d = .28) and Sensory
(t = -2.39; p < .05; d = .21) dimensions. In both cases women
indicating higher scores (Affective: M = 25.38, SD = 5.29; Sen-
sory: M = 39.08, SD = 17.06) than men (Affective: M = 23.80,
SD = 5.98; Sensory: M = 35.44, SD = 16.99). No signiﬁcant dif-
ferences between men and women in the 50+ age group were
found for the ORS factors. Tables 4 and 5 present the stan-
dard scores of the four factors of the ORS, differentiated by
sex and age groups.
Discussion
The main objective of this study was to analyze the factorial
equivalence of the Spanish version of the ORS across vari-
ous population groups, as well as the metric equivalence of
the scale across sex. As a result, the invariance of the four
factors was progressively evaluated across different groups,
and the differential functioning of the 25 items across sex.
Once the factorial invariance was tested at different levels,
and its metric equivalence, the standard scores for men and
women were presented, distributed in three age range.
On the one hand, the equivalence of the factorial
structure of the ORS has been conﬁrmed by comparing
groups created according to different socio-demographic
characteristics. The four-factor model that describes the
subjective orgasm experience in context of sexual relation-
ship appears to be strictly invariant across sex, partner
relationship, sexual orientation and education level. It
reaches a strong level of equivalence across age range and
relationship length. This means that being involved, or not,
in a relationship with a partner, being heterosexual or hav-
ing a different sexual orientation, as well as having a certain
education level, does not change the perception of the
subjective orgasm experience measured through the ORS.
Having invariant measures in terms of sexual orientation
is fundamental for the study of sexual diversity (Calvillo,
Sánchez-Fuentes, & Sierra, 2018). Furthermore, being part
of a certain age range, and, if applicable, the length of
a relationship, do not impact the assessment of the four
dimensions that constitute the scale (Affective, Sensory,
Intimacy, and Rewards). Just as with other measurements
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Table 3 Differential functioning of the items of the ORS across sex.
Items Mantel-Haenszel (2) p SDP
1 Elated .29 .59 -.00
2 Flooding 1.16 .28 -.08
3 Pulsating 3.36 .06 .09
4 Satisfying .41 .52 .01
5 Uncontrolled 13.40 .00*** .20
6 Blissful .71 .40 .05
7 Loving 1.13 .29 -.08
8 Quivering 9.22 .00*** .09
9 Shooting 3.24 .07 -.11
10 Euphoric 1.90 .17 .04
11 Flushing 10.40 .00*** .20
12 Tender 4.80 .03* -.17
13 Close 2.03 .15 -.09
14 Exciting .01 .92 -.05
15 Fulﬁlling .09 .76 -.00
16 Peaceful 32.98 .00*** -.41
17 Relaxing 26.50 .00*** -.35
18 Soothing 3.49 .06 -.13
19 Throbbing 10.63 .00*** .09
20 Exploding 1.15 .29 -.07
21 Pleasurable 3.77 .05 .03
22 Rising 9.28 .00*** .21
23 Spreading 2.98 .08 .09
24 Trembling 32.49 .00*** .44
25 Wild .48 .49 -.01
Note. Items with DIF in bold. SDP =p standardized difference.
* p < .05;
*** p < .001.
of sexual health dimensions, such as sexual assertiveness
(Sierra, Santos-Iglesias, & Vallejo-Medina, 2012), or sexual
double standard (Álvarez-Muelas, Vallejo-Medina, Gómez-
Berrocal, & Sierra, 2018; Monge, Sierra, & Salinas, 2013),
the ORS has shown to be invariant between men and women,
which allows us to make valid comparisons between sexes.
On the other hand, after analyzing the differential func-
tioning of the items of the ORS, it has been shown that all
the items from Affective factor are equivalent for both men
and women. This means that items related to the emotions
experienced during orgasm in context of sexual relation-
ship (e.g., satisfaction) do not differ between sexes. Items
from Intimacy factor (e.g., loving) also do not present a
different functioning across sex. Only one of these items
showed weak signs of DIF, but does not reﬂect signiﬁcant
differences in the scores between men and women. Never-
theless, in accordance with previous studies (Arcos-Romero,
Granados et al., 2018; Dubrai, Gérard, Beaulieu-Prévost,
& Courtois, 2017; Mah & Binik, 2002), it has been shown
the differences between sexes with regards to the per-
ception of physiological feelings of orgasm. Some items
from Sensory factor showed DIF and also signiﬁcant dif-
ferences between men and women. In this study, most
of the items that show DIF comparing men and women
belong to the Sensory factor (e.g., uncontrolled). In all of
these items scores tend to be higher for women, which
maybe supports the fact that men subjectively evaluate
the physiological aspects of orgasm differently than women.
Finally, it should be noted that two of the three items
from Rewards factor (i.e., peaceful and relaxing) have also
showed a different functioning and mean scores across sex;
in this case they tend to be higher in men. This would also
suggest that the consequences caused by the subjective
orgasm experience are evaluated differently by men and
women. Similarly, Paterson, Jin, Amsel, and Binik (2014)
also found signiﬁcant differences across sex in the effects
or physical and psychological changes experienced after
orgasm.
If it is true that there is a concordance between the pres-
ence of DIF and the signiﬁcant different mean scores of a
speciﬁc item across sex, but they are completely indepen-
dent analysis and we cannot conclude that these differences
between men and women are necessarily due to the DIF.
Differences found between sexes could be attributed to:
(a) groups really differ in the evaluated variable; (b) items
function differently between groups; and (c) a combination
of both, that is to say, there are real differences between
groups, and they also differ because the items do not func-
tion in the same way for both groups. Thus, we have to be
cautious when interpreting the results of the DIF; attributing
all the found differences in an assessment between groups to
a real difference in the evaluated variable, can be as wrong
as attributing the differences exclusively to the differential
functioning of the items.
Based on the standard scores of the factors of the ORS,
it is observed that comparisons by sex show results that
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Table 4 Standard scores of the ORS in men of different age groups.
Men (N= 715)
Age 18-34 years (n = 250) 35-49 years (n = 250) 50-93 years (n = 215)
A S I R A S I R A S I R
 .85 .95 .84 .88 .88 .95 .85 .89 .89 .96 .87 .93
M 26.24 41.12 11.0 11.4 23.8 35.44 10.6 10.36 22.83 33.06 10.26 10.33
SD 4.34 15.52 3.73 3.8 5.98 16.98 3.87 4.08 6.91 17.5 4.14 4.28
Min. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Max. 30 65 15 15 30 65 15 15 30 65 15 15
Percentile
1 14 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
5 17 12 4 3 11 5 3 3 8 1 0 0
10 20 18 5 6 16 11 5 4 12 6 4 3
15 21 23 7 8 19 15 6 6 15 13 6 6
20 23 27 8 9 20 18 8 6 17 15 7 7
25 24 29 9 9 21 23 8 7 19 18 8 8
30 25 35 9 10 22 26 9 9 21 23 9 9
35 25 38 10 10 23 28 10 9 22 26 9 9
40 26 39 11 11 24 31 10 10 23 29 10 10
45 27 41 12 12 24 35 11 11 24 34 11 11
50 28 43 12 12 25 37 11 11 24 36 11 12
55 28 47 12 13 26 40 12 12 25 38 12 12
60 29 48 13 13 26 42 12 12 2 39 12 12
65 29 50 13 14 27 44 13 12 27 41 13 13
70 30 51 14 15 28 47 13 13 28 44 13 13
75 30 52 14 15 29 49 14 14 29 47 13 14
80 30 54 14 15 29 50 14 15 29 49 14 15
85 30 57 15 15 30 53 15 15 30 52 15 15
90 30 61 15 15 30 56 15 15 30 55 15 15
95 30 65 15 15 30 63 15 15 30 61 15 15
99 30 65 15 15 30 65 15 15 30 65 15 15
Note. A: Affective; S: Sensory; I: Intimacy; R: Rewards; M: mean; SD: standard deviation; Min.: minimum; Max.: maximum.
Skewness = -.59.
Kurtosis = .03.
are largely in accordance with those of the DIF and the
differences between the measurements of the individual
items. Despite the small effect size of the differences found,
men and women under 50 differ in the Sensory dimension.
Women show a greater intensity in the physiological per-
ception of the orgasm experience. In accordance with the
study of Mah and Binik (2005), and considering that this
version of the ORS assesses a recent, unique and with-
a-partner orgasm experience, it could be interpreted as
woman have a higher perception of the anatomical local-
ization of the orgasm in different parts of the body (e.g.,
heart rate, muscular spasms). Total scores of the Affective
dimension are also higher in women, but only in the 35-49
age group. This could be associated to sexual scripts and
gender roles, which are understood to be sociocultural con-
structs (Wiederman, 2015). This assign to women a more
passive and submissive role during their sexual experiences
giving them an emotional and sensitive character, in com-
parison to the more traditional dominant and controlling
role of men (Bringas-Molleda et al., 2017; Garrido-Macías,
Valor-Segura, & Expósito, 2017; Moyano, Monge, & Sierra,
2017; Ramiro-Sánchez, Ramiro, Bermúdez, & Buela-Casal,
2018). This fact would not be happening in youngest people.
However, in this age group, scores from the Rewards
dimension are higher in men, which could mean that the
gratiﬁcation that the orgasm experience implies is more val-
ued by men. It is possible that the lack of sexual experience
in younger people leads men to exaggerate this evaluation
of rewards, while women tend to undervalue it. Further-
more, it is possible that the female orgasm is less established
than the male orgasm at this age. Sexual differences disap-
pear in people over ﬁfty, perhaps, as it is indicated below,
due to a reduction in the intensity of the subjective orgasm
experience as one gets older.
The standard scores also indicate that, as people get
older, both men and women tend to have lower scores in
all the four dimensions. Generally, the subjective assess-
ment of the orgasm experience decreases with the passing of
the years. As happens with other dimensions of sexual func-
tioning, for example sexual desire (Moyano, Vallejo-Medina,
& Sierra, 2017), these ﬁndings are not surprising consid-
ering that with age sexual inhibition (Granados, Salinas,
& Sierra, 2017) and sexual dysfunctions (Sierra, Vallejo-
Medina, Santos-Iglesias, & Lameiras-Fernández, 2012) tend
to increase. It could lead to a lower perception and, as a
result, a lower assessment of the orgasm experience. This
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Table 5 Standard scores of the ORS in women of different age groups.
Women (N= 757)
Age 18-34 years (n = 250) 35-49 years (n = 250) 50-85 years (n = 257)
A S I R A S I R A S I R
˛ .88 .93 .76 .87 .88 .95 .83 .87 .85 .96 .76 .89
M 26.92 47.1 10.87 10.6 25.38 39.08 10.0 10.0 22.76 34.1 10.9 9.95
SD 4.04 13.78 3.68 4.16 5.29 17.06 4.0 4.20 6.48 17.3 3.54 4.38
Min. 8 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Max. 30 65 15 15 30 65 15 15 30 65 15 15
Percentile
1 12 10 0 0 2 1 0 0 4 0 0 0
5 18 21 4 2 14 5 2 3 10 2 4 0
10 22 27 5 4 19 14 4 4 12 9 6 3
15 23 32 6 6 21 18 6 5 16 13 7 5
20 24 38 7 7 22 23 6 6 18 17 8 6
25 25 40 8 8 23 25 7 7 19 22 9 7
30 26 41 9 9 24 29 8 8 20 24 10 8
35 27 42 10 10 25 35 9 9 22 26 10 9
40 27 44 10 10 26 37 9 9 23 29 11 9
45 28 48 11 11 26 39 10 10 24 31 12 10
50 28 50 12 11 27 42 10 11 24 35 12 11
55 29 51 12 12 28 43 11 12 25 38 12 11
60 29 52 13 12 28 47 12 12 26 39 12 12
65 30 54 13 13 29 49 12 12 27 42 13 12
70 30 55 14 14 29 51 13 13 27 47 13 13
75 30 57 14 15 29 52 13 14 28 48 14 14
80 30 60 15 15 30 54 14 15 28 50 14 14
85 30 62 15 15 30 56 15 15 29 52 15 15
90 30 64 15 15 30 60 15 15 30 56 15 15
95 30 65 15 15 30 65 15 15 30 63 15 15
99 30 65 15 15 30 65 15 15 30 65 15 15
Note. A: Affective; S: Sensory; I: Intimacy; R: Rewards; M: mean; SD: standard deviation; Min.: minimum; Max.: maximum.
Skewness = -.69.
Kurtosis = .12.
also could be interpreted as a lower intensity of the subjec-
tive orgasm experience as one gets older associated with
decreased strength in physiological changes that charac-
terize the sexual response (López Sánchez, 2012). Notably,
scores from the Affective and Sensory dimensions of orgasm
are the ones that show a drastic decrease as people get
older, while scores from the Intimacy and Rewards dimen-
sions decrease more slowly in both men and women.
In conclusion, the Spanish version of the Orgasm Rating
Scale is an instrument which is invariant across group on
a factorial level, and shows equivalence across sex in the
majority of its items on a metric level. Despite the fact that
the scale factors as a whole are invariant across sex, some
differential functioning is found between men and women
when the items that make up each dimension are examined
one by one. Deﬁnitely, the creation of the standard scores
allows for a more precise multidimensional assessment
of the subjective orgasm experience in men and women.
Other generic scales which assess sexual functioning, as the
Massachusetts General Hospital-Sexual Functioning Ques-
tionnaire (MGH-SFQ; Sierra et al., 2012) or the Arizona
Sexual Experience Scale (ASEX; Sánchez-Fuentes, Moyano,
Granados, & Sierra, 2019), only just interpret the presence
or absence, or the level of affectation of the orgasm. In
general, the analysis carried out supports the tetra-factorial
structure of the ORS. The adequate ﬁt indicators, reliabil-
ity, and validity endorse the model of the subjective orgasm
experience that sustains the scale (Arcos-Romero, Granados
et al., 2018). As a study limitation, the degree of accu-
racy of the results and their generalization would be modest
because using the non-probability sampling we ﬁx exclu-
sively the size of the quotas by sex and age.
Note
This research is part of the Doctoral Thesis of the ﬁrst author.
Psychology Doctoral Program (B13 56 1; RD 99/2011).
Appendix A. Supplementary data
Supplementary data associated with this article can be
found, in the online version, at doi:10.1016/j.ijchp.
2018.11.001.
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